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Abstract  
BACKGROUND: Federal legislation has called for the phasing out of sheltered workshops and the transition to integrated employment, causing providers to struggle with how to adapt their model towards providing community integration services. 
OBJECTIVE: Our purpose was to identify the essential characteristics of successful  organizational transformation for providers serving individuals with intellectual  and developmental disabilities. 
METHODS: A Delphi panel consisting of 36 experts in the field of organizational  transformation underwent an iterative process to respond to previously identified  characteristics of successful organizational transformation, develop  new characteristics, and then rank the final characteristics in order  of importance..  
RESULTS: The identified essential characteristics to successful organizational  transformation in ranked order were: clear and consistent goals; an agency culture  that values inclusion; an active, person-centered job placement process; a strong  internal and external communication plan; reallocated and restructured resources;  an ongoing investment in professional staff development; a focus on customer  engagement; effective employment performance measurement, quality assurance,  and program oversight; a holistic approach; and multiple and diverse community  partnerships. 
CONCLUSIONS: The Delphi panel confirmed the six characteristics identified in  
previous research, and added four new characteristics that reflected recent  changes in the field of employment and the understanding of what creates lasting  organizational change.   
Keywords: Organizational transformation, intellectual and developmental  disabilities, Delphi, integrated employment 
 
 
1. Introduction 
Recent legislation and regulation governing Medicaid Home and Community Based 
Services (HCBS), the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act of 2014 (WIOA), and 
settlement agreements between states and the Department of Justice have clarified federal intent 
to support individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities to have meaningful 
employment in their communities. HCBS guidance in 2011 and in the 2015 1915(c) Technical 
Guide make it clear that individual competitive employment is the preferred outcome of 
employment-related supports, defining it as “paid employment at or above the minimum wage in 
an integrated setting in the general workforce, in a job that meets personal and career goals” 
(Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, 2015; 2011). HCBS rules governing community 
settings were issued in 2014, and support “full access of individuals receiving Medicaid HCBS 
to the greater community, including opportunities to seek employment and work in competitive 
integrated settings” (Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services, 2014, p. 249).  
In addition to the HCBS guidance, WIOA defines competitive integrated employment as 
full-time or part-time work at minimum wage or higher, with wages and benefits similar to those 
without disabilities performing the same work, and fully integrated with coworkers without 
disabilities, and establishes it as the optimum outcome. The legislation dramatically expands the 
role of state vocational rehabilitation (VR) services in supporting transition-age youth, and 
places new restrictions on the use of sub-minimum wage under Section 511. The new section 
requires as of July 2016 a series of steps before an individual can be placed in a job paying less 
than minimum wage, prohibits schools from contracting with subminimum wage providers, and 
requires that all subminimum wage recipients receive annual employment counseling from the 
designated state unit, typically the state VR agency.  
Finally, in recent years the Department of Justice has initiated legal actions in states 
related to access to integrated employment. Settlement agreements with Rhode Island in 2014 
and Oregon in 2015 have extended enforcement of the Americans with Disabilities Act and the 
Olmstead decision regarding access to integrated community employment supports. Both 
settlements require that the state take action to ensure that employment is offered as a priority 
outcome, and that both participation in integrated employment and the quality of employment 
outcomes be improved.  
One result of these settlements, regulations, and legislation is the ongoing phasing out of 
sheltered workshops and the transition to integrated employment and day services. While this has 
opened up community employment opportunities for thousands of people, providers have faced 
challenges in adapting their model towards providing effective community integration services 
(Butterworth, Fesko, & Ma, 2000; Rogan & Rinne, 2011). As more states come under 
investigation for potential violations of regulations that emphasize community integration, the 
need for providers to create an organizational transformation plan is greater than ever. 
 
1.1. Sheltered workshop conversion 
Community providers are the primary source of employment support for individuals with 
intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDD) in the United States, with over 8000 providers 
nationwide (Butterworth et al., 2016). The majority (over 70%) of those served by these 
providers are people with IDD, and over two thirds of providers offer both work and non-work 
services (Domin & Butterworth, 2012). Historically, the vast majority of providers 
predominantly offered sheltered or facility-based employment services with limited community-
based or integrated employment options.  
Recent national and state-level policy changes, along with a growing dissatisfaction with 
segregated work and non-work services among individuals with IDD and their family members 
(Migliore, Mank, Grossi, & Rogan, 2007), have created an imperative for organizations to 
change their organizational structures and service delivery models from primarily sheltered work 
to community-based work. While certain providers have successfully transformed their services 
(Brooks-Lane, Hutcheson, & Revell, 2005; Brown, Shiraga, & Kessler, 2006), many have either 
not begun, or have struggled to do so, despite growing demand for integrated work opportunities 
(Martinez, 2013). 
 
1.2. Barriers to change 
For many providers, the organizational change process is a challenge. Beyond societal 
barriers such as low expectations and the belief that people must be “job ready” before integrated 
employment, there are issues surrounding funding responsibilities, transportation, confusing 
definitions of employment models, and lack of training on understanding the business world 
(Rosenthal et al., 2012). Rogan and Rinne state that “moving to integrated community services 
necessitates a complete rethinking of mission, vision, values, and practices” (Rogan & Rinne, 
2011, p. 250). At the same time, many organizations face myriad external and internal barriers to 
change, and often lack the strategic planning needed to complete the process successfully.  
Research also suggests continued service and philosophical variation within the provider 
community, making the creation of a unified vision for service delivery difficult (Office of 
Disability Employment Policy, 2014). Inge et al. (2009) found that almost 89% of respondents to 
a national survey of provider administrators believe that facility-based programs are essential for 
individuals with disabilities who are having difficulty getting or maintaining real work in the 
labor force, and only 47% had a formal plan to expand integrated employment. Front-line staff 
also experience confusion about job development responsibilities, do not feel prepared to engage 
the mainstream business community, and have little training in providing appropriate supports to 
individuals with IDD in community settings (Migliore, Butterworth, Nord, & Gelb, 2011; 
Rosenthal et al., 2012; West & Patton, 2010).  
The challenge to successful organizational transformation most cited was financial 
(Office of Disability Employment Policy, 2014; Rosenthal et al., 2012; West & Patton, 2010). 
Whether it was securing stable long-term funding for individuals, or balancing contractual 
service hours with being an employment service, separating from Medicaid systems left some 
providers exhausted from having to hunt for the same funds that once came so easily in the 
sheltered workshops (Butterworth, Fesko, & Ma, 2000; Rogan & Rinne, 2011).  
Lack of planning, leadership, and communication was another major barrier faced by 
providers, as agency leaders had limited experience with organizational transformation and now 
had to lead a staff scattered all over the community. Resistance was also met from stakeholders, 
including family members, regarding the change process (Rogan, Held, & Rinne, 2001; Rogan & 
Rinne, 2011). In fact, families were found to be the stakeholder group most resistant to 
transformation (West, Revell, & Wehman, 1998). Rogan and Rinne (2011) found that families 
worried about people being out in the community rather than in one place, and that shutting 
down their building caused some family members to believe the provider was going out of 
business.  
Lastly, several providers reported difficulties placing individuals with intellectual and 
developmental disabilities in community employment, particularly those individuals who had 
high support needs (Butterworth, Fesko, & Ma, 2000; Rogan & Rinne, 2011).  
In the IDD system, national estimates suggest that there has been only modest growth in 
the number of individuals in integrated employment services since 1988 (Butterworth et al., 
2016). At the same time, participation in facility-based and non-work services has grown 
steadily, suggesting that employment services continue to be viewed as an add-on service by 
providers (Butterworth et al., 2016; Domin & Butterworth, 2012; Mank, Cioffi, & Yovanoff, 
2003; Nord et al., 2016). Murphy, Easterbrook, Bendetson, and Lieberman (2014) argue that, 
notwithstanding the widespread awareness of the value of integrated work in individual 
development, many organizations continue to allocate resources to program services focused on 
community outings and socialization rather than employment.  
 
1.3. Strategies towards success 
In 2002, the Institute for Community Inclusion and Virginia Commonwealth University 
collaborated to launch the Training and Technical Assistance for Providers (T-TAP) project 
(Butterworth, Gandolfo, Revell, & Inge, 2007). The goal of the T-TAP project was to assist 
community rehabilitation providers (CRPs) in facilitating integrated employment / customized 
employment outcomes Over the five-year course of the project, intensive work with 14 CRPs 
and 10 mentor organizations resulted in the identification of six characteristics of successful 
organizational transformation. These characteristics were: 
 • Setting clear and uncompromising goals 
• Reallocating and restructuring resources 
• Facilitating rapid job placement, one person at a time 
• Developing partnerships 
• Considering the whole person 
• Communicating expectations to everyone, often 
These characteristics are supported by recent literature on organizational change. Forward-
thinking agencies emphasize maintaining a culture with a shared philosophical belief that 
integrated employment should be the preferred outcome, and that opportunities for employment 
should be available to everyone interested in working (Boeltzig-Brown, 2017; Institute for 
Community Inclusion, 2016). An investment in staff training with an emphasis on job 
development and other effective practices including customized employment can prove fruitful 
as individuals move out of sheltered workshops (Citron et al., 2008; Harvey, Henderson, & 
Wilson, 2016; Migliore et al., 2011). While families may resist engagement out of fear for the 
safety of their family member, they are often against sheltering their family member once having 
experienced the change to community employment (Dague, 2012). Finally, advice from 
providers who have successfully transformed away from sheltered settings explains the critical 
need for a combination of multi-level commitment, a comprehensive strategic plan to guide 
implementation, and the engagement of the full range of stakeholders (Lulinski, Timmons, & 
LeBlois, 2017). 
This article will present the findings from an iterative Delphi panel consisting of experts 
in the organizational transformation process. Delphi members convened to evaluate the utility of 
the six previously identified T-TAP elements, as well as to identify any potential new 
characteristics that could further facilitate the transformation process. While the field is 
beginning to understand what is necessary to encourage a smooth transformation, providers often 
lack a road map for implementation. Through a ranking of the most important elements by the 
Delphi panel, the current research attempts to fill that gap.  
The paper answers the following research questions: 
1. What are the reactions of the Delphi panel to ICI’s six original characteristics identified 
in 2007 (clear goals, resource restructuring, efficient job placement, developing 
partnerships, considering the whole person, and consistent communication of 
expectations)?  
2. What additional organizational elements are necessary, and how should they be defined? 
3. Which elements are most important to the organizational transformation process? 
 
2. Methods 
The following methods section explains a) the research design, b) recruitment methods, 
c) the description of the sample, d) data collection techniques, and e) data analysis techniques 
employed.   
2.1. Research design 
The Delphi method is a “social research technique whose aim is to obtain the most 
reliable group consensus of a group of experts” (Linstone & Turoff, 1975 p.10). This research 
technique “permits researchers to combine the reports or testimony of a group of experts into 
one, useful statement” (Stitt-Gohdes & Crews, 2004, p. 56). It differs from other qualitative 
group-based research methods in four distinct ways: (1) the process ensures anonymity for all 
respondents; (2) the interview process is iterative, which provides opportunity for continuous and 
controlled feedback; (3) the method allows researchers to capture data that is statistically 
interpretable; (4) the possibility of using email or online surveys as a means to communicate and 
gather information allows for participants to be geographically distributed (Lindqvist & 
Närdanger, 2007). Because the Delphi method does not rely on creating a physical group setting 
for research, the process can involve more individuals than can effectively interact in a face-to-
face group setting, which allows for an increased sample size and heterogeneity in the 
respondent group.  
Another distinct advantage of the Delphi research method is that it minimizes the more 
undesirable aspects of group interaction. Other qualitative research methods that use group 
responses, such as focus groups and observational research, create the potential for individual 
respondents to be impacted by social pressures such as majority opinion, forceful persuasion, and 
a desire to stand by a publicly expressed opinion. The Delphi method allows for individual 
responses to be made without these pressures, which allows for higher quality responses from all 
participants. Direct debate that may take place in other forms of group process is replaced by a 
carefully crafted process of continual individual interview, along with feedback and synthesis of 
responses (Rowe & Wright, 1999).  
 
2.2. Participants and recruitment methods 
The research team implemented a variety of recruitment methods to establish a broad, 
multi-stakeholder group of experts in the field of organizational transformation. The researchers 
began by contacting individuals within their professional networks with experience in 
organizational transformation. Advisory board panel members of the Rehabilitation Research 
and Training Center on Advancing Employment for Individuals with Intellectual and 
Developmental Disabilities (www.thinkwork.org/rrtc) were invited to participate in the study, as 
many of them have decades of experience in provider-level conversion efforts. The team also 
identified a number of other published academics in the subject of organizational transformation 
based on their own knowledge of the field and on available literature. ICI’s internal technical 
assistance professionals were also consulted to identify direct support professionals to participate 
on the panel. In addition to their participation, the panel members were asked to nominate other 
academics and practitioners who had experience in organizational transformation.  
The recruitment process for the self-advocate respondents and family members was done 
through an intermediary organization, Self-Advocates Becoming Empowered (SABE, 
www.sabeusa.org). SABE is a national network of regional and state-level advocacy 
organizations, and is a key partner on the RRTC. The researchers asked colleagues within SABE 
to contact individuals or families of individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities 
who had either been served by a provider undergoing transformation or who had taken part in a 
transformation process.   
Once an initial sample of participants was selected, the researchers emailed an invitation 
to participate with detailed information on the background and objectives of the research, 
participant expectations, and information about the stipend being offered. Those recipients who 
agreed to participate were placed in a database. The recruitment process yielded a final list of 44 
candidates. Of the 44, 36 individuals responded to both rounds of surveys (described below).  
The majority of the Delphi panel was female, Caucasian, between the ages of 51 and 70, 
and reported having earned a master’s or doctoral degree. Their work was geographically 
distributed across 44 states, with many working in more than one region of the country (see 
Table 1). Furthermore, panelists were primarily individuals who are or who had been in 
leadership or administration roles within provider organizations (50%) or providers of training 
and technical assistance (41%). The other Delphi panelists were evenly distributed across the 
range of stakeholder groups, with 13 panelists identifying as part of more than one stakeholder 
group (see Table 2).  
In addition to representing a range of stakeholder groups, the panelists also displayed a 
vast amount of knowledge and experience in the organizational transformation process. Most had 
been working in the field for over 20 years and had experience in either participating or leading 
organizational transformation efforts in their past or present positions (68%). Twenty-six 
panelists (77%) reported being part of an organizational change process, with 20 panelists (59%) 
having served in a leadership role during a transformation process and 28 (82%) participating in 
strategic planning related to organizational change. Finally, 82% considered themselves 
advocates for integrated and competitive employment for individuals with IDD (see Table 3).  
 
 2.3. Data collection procedures 
Data collection began by emailing a link to a SurveyGizmo survey containing the original 
six T-TAP characteristics. In this survey, panelists were asked to review the six characteristics 
and add any they identified as missing (Round 1). This resulted in the Delphi panel identifying 
ten characteristics necessary for successful organizational transformation. After this analysis, 
panelists were emailed a link to a second SurveyGizmo survey containing the ten characteristics, 
which they were asked to rank according to their importance (Round 2). The data collection 
procedure for each round is described in more detail below.  
Round 1 survey  
Panelists were prompted to review the six T-TAP characteristics and definitions, and then 
rate each characteristic as “essential” or “not essential” to the organizational transformation 
process. Participants were then asked whether they would change the original definitions in any 
way. They were then asked an open-ended question: “What would you change/add/delete in the 
characteristic’s definition?” Finally, panelists were also allowed to submit any additional 
characteristics and definitions they felt were essential to the process that the initial six did not 
capture.  
Round 2 survey  
The round two survey consisted of presenting the panelists with the list of characteristics 
and definitions that emerged from round one. The main goals were (1) to give participants a 
chance to review the final characteristics and definitions that emerged as a result of round one to 
ensure their accuracy, and (2) to ask panelists to rank the characteristics in their order of 
importance to organizational transformation, from most essential to least essential. The 
researchers presented each characteristic and definition on separate pages, which allowed the 
panelists to review each characteristic independently and thoroughly prior to ranking. 
The panelists were given three weeks to submit their responses from the time each survey 
round was sent. The researchers administered the surveys over the telephone to three of the self-
advocates for accessibility purposes. That process involved reading to the self-advocate “plain 
language” versions of characteristics and definitions that had been developed internally at ICI, 
clarifying any questions, then noting their responses in SurveyGizmo, along with any comments.  
 2.4. Data analysis techniques 
Round 1 survey 
Round one of the survey yielded two separate datasets: (1) revisions and responses to the 
existing six characteristics, and (2) a set of new characteristics suggested by the panelists. A 
comprehensive review of the first dataset revealed a list of recommended amendments to the six 
existing characteristic definitions. The proposed amendments were considered on an individual 
basis to determine their potential contribution to the characteristics’ definitions. Repeated 
amendments were noted and later incorporated into the redrafting of the initial six characteristics.  
The second dataset was comprised of the panelists’ recommendations for new 
characteristics to add to the existing list of six. The researchers aggregated responses and created 
a list of codes based on common themes. The codes were agency culture, communication, 
financing, performance measurement and evaluation, staff qualifications, stakeholder 
engagement, and technology. The researchers then used the coding list to categorize the dataset 
into newly recommended characteristics. These newly-formed characteristics would contain 
language and definitions drawn from text provided by the panelists. The final product of this 
synthesis was a list of ten organizational characteristics, four of which were new additions 
synthesized from the panelists’ recommendations.  
This list of ten characteristics was sent back to the panelists via email for verification of 
researcher interpretation. Panelists were asked if the characteristics and their definitions were 
accurate and appropriate, and were asked to confirm that the newly-added characteristics were 
representative of their combined suggestions. During this verification process, only two panelists 
submitted edits, which were integrated in the final version of characteristics.  
Round 2 survey 
Once the researchers had a verified list of ten characteristics along with their definitions, 
round two asked the panelists to rank the characteristics in order of essentialness to 
organizational change, with one being the most important and ten being the least important. The 
Round 2 survey was sent out to the 36 panelists who fully completed the Round 1 survey. Thirty 
panelists (83%) completed the Round 2 survey.  
A Freidman analysis of the results was conducted using SPSS Statistics 20, and there was 
statistically significant difference in perceived importance to organizational transformation 
depending on the characteristic, X2(9) = 71.42, p = .000. Mean ranks were used to establish order 
of importance. The following section presents the ten characteristics essential to successful 
organizational transformation in their final ranked order. 
 
3. Results 
The final ranked characteristics from the Delphi panel were as follows:  
1.Clear and consistent goals: This means establishing an explicit commitment to increase 
integrated and competitive employment. The provider defines goals that are: (1) measurable, (2) 
flexible to the needs of individuals served, (3) compelling and easy to grasp, (4) directly 
reflective of the core mission, (5) modifiable, and (6) specific to an established time frame. Data 
is gathered and analyzed to demonstrate the organization’s commitment to change. There is 
visible support of the organization’s leadership. This includes strong and authentic guidance 
from its board of directors, executive officers, and management team. All are committed to 
organizational change objectives and dedicate robust energy toward achieving these objectives. 
2. An agency culture that values inclusion: This belief guides what the agency will do and 
how it will do it (support people to work in the community) and what it will no longer support 
(sheltered work/subminimum wage). The agency culture values positive thinking, learning, 
creativity, innovation, and continuous quality improvement. This culture is transmitted through 
values-based training, ongoing technical assistance, and mentoring of staff who are encouraged 
to take calculated risks to support positive outcomes for individuals. Values are demonstrated by 
providing support to people in their home communities, rather than aggregating services at the 
agency. 
3. An active, person-centered job placement process: Successful community 
rehabilitation providers are proactive in finding jobs for one person at a time. This “just do it” 
approach creates momentum and enthusiasm as successful employment outcomes are achieved 
and celebrated. This includes: (1) Implementing a well-defined, comprehensive career planning 
and a job placement process; (2) A significant time investment in discovery with an end product 
of defined standards for a good job match. The match should reflect the individual’s interests, 
preferences, and support needs; (3) Engaging individuals, families, and others in a team-based 
approach to support integrated and competitive employment; (4) Being assertive about 
networking for job leads, and using a placement plan that includes a series of small, doable tasks, 
due dates, and names of people who are responsible. Job seekers direct or contribute to the 
direction of the plan, giving them a sense of empowerment and accomplishment. 
4. A strong internal and external communications plan: Internal to the organization, 
intent is best communicated by simple, visible practices and decisions made each day, with the 
expectations for integrated and competitive employment stated in a clear and authentic way. 
Expectations can be communicated to an organization’s stakeholders in a variety of ways, 
including 1) how money is spent, 2) goals-based data tracking, 3) the development of policy 
initiatives, 4) simple outreach activities such as newsletters, and 5) during initial intake meetings, 
annual reviews, and other family meetings. These activities can gradually shift attitudes toward 
integrated employment by highlighting successes and maintaining visibility of employment 
options. In addition, celebratory actions such as the use of banners, ringing a bell, and creating a 
“hall of fame” for employment success stories contribute to morale. Developing a 
communication plan that outlines and tracks practices that recognize each new job and 
accomplishment can help raise awareness and develop a strong base of support for employment.  
External to the organization, successful providers make themselves and their services 
known in the community. They integrate themselves into business, into schools, and within 
community networks as a resource. The provider has an active online presence where they list 
their success in job placement and celebrate community partnerships. Through their logo, 
marketing materials, website, and especially staff training, the goal of the provider is clearly 
communicated to the public, and they make themselves accessible to the community. 
5. Reallocated and restructured resources: Analyzing, reallocating, and restructuring all 
dedicated resources to community employment is a central part of the change process. Successful 
organizations reinvent job positions and expectations to clearly focus on integrated employment 
outcomes and provide continuing opportunities for staff development. How organizations invest 
their resources is a direct reflection of their priorities, and it has a significant influence on 
outcomes. Active and ongoing investment in realigning all fiscal, material, and staff resources 
puts into place the supports and services needed for successfully increasing integrated, 
competitive employment. Opportunities to negotiate transitional funding are explored, while 
simultaneously developing a financial model for the agency post-transformation. 
6. An ongoing investment in staff professional development: An engaged and educated 
workforce is key to providing sustained, high-quality job development and coaching supports. 
Frequent and ongoing training, continuing education, conference participation, and mentorship 
opportunities are critical to maintain core competencies and implement best practices. Successful 
organizations support employees at all levels to meaningfully contribute their ideas and energy to 
the mission. 
7. A focus on customer engagement: Successful organizations engage and partner with 
stakeholders including self-advocates, families, existing customers, and the business community 
in an effort to meet both individual and market needs. Thriving organizations identify and solve 
workforce issues by matching the business need to an individual’s interests and skill set in a way 
that is mutually beneficial. 
8. Effective employment performance measurement, quality assurance, and program 
oversight: The organizational structure fosters shared accountability across all staff. The agency 
has a clear framework for implementing administrative, management, and program strategies 
over defined periods of time to determine the impact. There is an understanding of baseline data 
and a point from which to chart desired outcomes. The successful provider has technology-
enabled systems for tracking data. Data systems not only help internal provider staff 
communicate, but are also accessible to individuals, families, and other stakeholders to assess the 
effectiveness of the organization in supporting people to find jobs. Data collection includes 
outcomes of job seekers such as wages, hours, benefits, occupational classification and any other 
important information connected to getting people good jobs with a living wage, as well as 
activities of job development staff. As the saying has it, “What gets measured gets done.” 
9. A holistic approach: Planning should consider the whole person with wrap-around life 
supports as necessary, and should use a career planning process that involves staff, parents, and 
friends. These stakeholders assist in defining a vision for employment with the individual and 
involving others in finding and supporting employment. Involvement of stakeholders can help to 
support variations in the individual’s schedule, transportation, workplace problem-solving, the 
use of assistive technology, and balancing the individual’s work and non-work activities 
schedule. Attention must be paid to supporting the maintenance of personal relationships as well 
as the development of new ones. 
10. Multiple and diverse community partnerships: Supporting change requires engaging 
organizations and state systems and creating buy-in to the change process. Community 
partnerships should include local businesses, school districts, state agency offices, faith-based 
organizations, and other community-based organizations such as transportation resources. 
Partnering with other organizations that provide employment services promotes collaborative job 
development and innovative idea exchange. Effective partnerships promote actions that improve 
personal outcomes for those receiving services, foster positive change in the systems influencing 
these services, and meet the economic needs within local business communities. 
 
4. Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to uncover the necessary characteristics for organizational 
transformation. The Delphi panel agreed that the original six characteristics of successful 
organizational transformation still applied after nearly ten years (Butterworth et al., 2007). Those 
six characteristics included 1) having clear and uncompromising goals, 2) reallocating and 
restructuring resources, 3) focusing on active job placement one person at a time, 4) developing 
partnerships, 5) considering the whole person, and 6) communicating expectations to everyone, 
often. The panel suggested four additional characteristics in the areas of staff qualifications, 
agency culture, stakeholder engagement, and performance measurement and evaluation.  
Panel members recommended certain modifications to the original definitions. For 
example, the definition of “a holistic approach” was expanded to include multiple stakeholders 
around the individual, as well as technological accommodations. “Developing partnerships” was 
adjusted to include a wider diversity of partnerships, such as with schools, transportation entities, 
and faith-based organizations. This represents a growing recognition in the field that different 
types of collaboration may be necessary to ensure meaningful community employment 
opportunities for all (U.S. Department of Labor, 2009). While the original six elements held true, 
the panelists added four new ones: 1) creating an agency culture that values inclusion, 2) 
maintaining an ongoing investment in staff professional development, 3) focusing on customer 
engagement, and 4) concentrating on effective employment performance measurement, quality 
assurance, and program oversight.   
The panel’s four additional elements might reflect new priorities in the field, a focus on 
sustainability of transformation efforts, and ongoing improvement of previous efforts. For 
example, an “agency culture that values inclusion” represents an organizational commitment to 
helping job seekers find work in the community, which must be shared by all staff and 
stakeholders. This may be a necessary addition to the development of consistent goals and for 
sustainability of that mission. An “ongoing investment in staff professional development” allows 
the provider to stay competitive through trainings, mentorship, continuing education, and 
conference participation, promoting the mission and vision all the way down to the front line. A 
“focus on customer engagement” emphasizes the explicit linking of job seekers with employers, 
recognizing the employer as a dual customer, as well as the need for the mutual satisfaction of 
both parties (Migliore, Nye-Lengerman, Jordan, & Butterworth, 2017; Simonsen, Fabian, 
Buchanan, & Luecking, 2011). Finally, the panelists’ addition of “effective employment 
performance measurement, quality assurance, and program oversight” reflects the field’s 
emphasis on collection and use of both outcome data and process data to continually improve 
(Hall, Butterworth, & Winsor, 2014). 
The findings presented the ten essential elements in ranked order of importance. Panel 
members agreed that all ten characteristics were worthy of inclusion, indicating continuing 
support for the six T-TAP characteristics as well an understanding that the organizational 
transformation process needs to reflect advancements and evolution in the field. The rankings 
provide a roadmap for providers, and can help providers identify priorities when challenged by 
limited resources.  
4.1. Limitations 
Literature identifies some drawbacks to the Delphi panel technique. These include 1) the 
assumption that all panels have the same level of expertise in the topic (which is typically not the 
case), potentially resulting in more general perspectives as opposed to an in-depth investigation 
of the topic, and 2) the potential for researchers to mold the opinions of respondents based on the 
iterative nature of the process (Hsu & Sandford, 2007). 
This study also employed a convenience sample consisting mainly of individuals already 
known to the ICI, many of whom still work closely with the organization. So while the Delphi 
panel’s experiences with the transformation process were diverse enough to have the ten 
characteristics be generalizable to a variety of providers, the panel may have been less critical 
about the characteristics and definitions given their relationship with some members of the ICI 
staff (the panel did not reject any previously established or newly proposed characteristic).  
 
5. Conclusions and directions for future research 
This research provides the foundation for future work around organizational 
transformation. The research team is analyzing qualitative data from case study research that 
focuses on the implementation of the ten characteristics presented here. This case study data will 
add a richness to the description of the ten characteristics, and can help to translate the current 
findings of the Delphi panel from research to practice. In addition, the research team is 
developing a practical toolkit and technical assistance package that incorporates these strategies 
and will be used in an upcoming intervention study that will test the utility of these elements as a 
framework or roadmap for organizational change.  
A growing number of providers are increasingly focused on full community inclusion and 
achieving improved competitive integrated employment outcomes. Our understanding of the 
transformation process continues to evolve as agencies close their workshops and support 
employment and community participation. The findings and updated recommendations from the 
Delphi panel reflect the changes that are underway in the field of employment for individuals 
with intellectual and developmental disabilities, and our evolving understanding of what it takes 
to successfully transform services and to create lasting organizational change. 
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Table 1: Demographic characteristics of the Delphi panel            % n Gender    Male 33% 12  Female 61% 22  Not Answered 6% 2   Total 100% 36 Race    White 86% 31  Black or African American 6% 2  Asian 0% 0  Other 0% 0  Not Answered 6% 2   Total 100% 36 Ethnicity    Hispanic or Latino 0% 0  Not Hispanic, Not Latino 100% 36   Total 100% 36 Highest Degree Obtained    High School or Equivalent 17% 6  College (2 or 4 year) 14% 5  Masters 44% 16  Doctorate 22% 8  Not Answered 3% 1   Total 100% 36 Age    21-30 8% 3  31-40 8% 3  41-50 6% 2  51-60 33% 12  61-70 36% 13  70+ 6% 2  Not Answered 3% 1  Total 100% 36 Geographic Distribution    New England (CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, VT) 24% 8  Midwest (IL, IN, MI, MN, OH, WI, MN, IO, MO, ND, SD, NE, KS, CO) 38% 13  South (AL, FL, GA, KY, MS, NC, SC, TN, AK, OK, LA, TX) 29% 9  Southwest (AZ, CA, HI, NV, UT, NM) 9% 3  Northwest (AK, ID, OR, WA, MT, WY) 18% 6  Not Answered 3% 1  
      
Table 2: Delphi panel stakeholder groups            % n  State agency staff (IDD/VR state agency administrator, DD council staff, member of other state-level organization)  15% 5  Community rehabilitation provider leadership/administrator (current or former) 50% 17  Community rehabilitation staff other than direct support professional (see definition in the line below) 6% 2  Direct support professional (Staff who help people with IDD find jobs. Also known as a job developer or an employment consultant.) 18% 6  Provider of training or technical assistance 41% 14  Researcher 18% 6  Family member of a person with an intellectual disability 24% 8  Individual with a disability / self-advocate 12% 4  Other  15% 5                          
     
Table 3: Delphi Panel Organizational Transformation Experience            % n  I’ve been a member of a steering committee/advisory group 71% 5  I’ve participated in strategic planning related to organizational change 82% 17  I have conducted research on the topic of organizational change 27% 2  I am a member of a board of directors 41% 6  I have led an organizational change process 59% 14  I have been part of an organizational change process 77% 6  I am an advocate for integrated and competitive employment for people with IDD 82% 8  Other  9% 5 
 
 
  
